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SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE -A 
POLICY OR A PRINCIPLE? 

BY THE EEV. WILLIAM SCHOENFELD, PASTOR OF THE EVANGELICAL 
LUTHERAN IMMANUEL CHURCH, NEW YORK. 



If there is one thing which the spirit of true Americanism pro- 
scribes, it is the injection of religious bigotry into matters politi- 
cal; because all bigotry, rightty so-called, is considered a mental 
and moral defect, and the introduction of religious bigotry into 
matters political is in direct contravention of that basic American 
principle that Church and State shall be kept wholly separate. 
Yet, the true American spirit decries with no less force all moral 
cowardice, disingenuousness and inconsistency. Freedom of 
thought and freedom of speech are not to be abused, neither are 
they to be empty words. There shall be no fear in speaking one's 
mind and conviction in any matter, least of all in matters politi- 
cal, just so the motive be good and the object be the attainment 
of truth and justice, and the advancement of the general welfare. 
With enmity towards none and with charity for all, American 
citizens are expected to stand up manfully for whatever they be- 
lieve to be true and right, and to oppose everything which in 
their judgment is false and wrong. Moreover, since the Amer- 
ican Government is a government by the people, as well as of 
and for the people, it is the duty of every citizen to help to 
maintain, in the full measure of his ability, right principles with 
respect to civil government, more especially to uphold those prin- 
ciples which, embodied in the Federal Constitution, all citizens 
are bound to abide by and defend. 

Mindful of these undeniable facts and imbued with that self- 
same spirit, a body of men — Lutheran pastors — found themselves 
constrained, if they would not make themselves guilty of moral 
cowardice and of a dereliction of patriotic duty, to enter a public 
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protest against the charge of bigotry made by President Roose- 
velt, in his open letter to Mr. J. C. Martin, against all those who 
should discriminate against a Presidential candidate because of 
his being a Roman Catholic. This protest, they averred, was 
made not because of any personal or religious antagonism, but 
because of their conviction that Roman Catholics, if faithful 
adherents of their Church, do not and cannot uphold the com- 
plete separation of Church and State as a principle, but merely 
tolerate it by necessity and as a matter of expediency or policy. 

Because of this their declaration, they and all who have en- 
dorsed their declaration — amongst whom are conferences and 
members of all the large Protestant church-bodies, and men and 
societies making no religious profession — are again charged with 
religious bigotry and with injecting the same into matters po- 
litical, and this by the foremost representative of the Roman 
Church and hierarchy in this country, Cardinal Gibbons. 

The specific charge preferred against us is that of "religious 
intolerance," of " advocating the exclusion of loyal American citi- 
zens from office on the sole ground of their religious allegiance." 

That there may be no suspicion of our twisting aught that we 
said, and that every one may form his own judgment on the 
Cardinal's charge and what else he has advanced in his article, 
" The Church and the Republic," we shall here reproduce verbatim 
our letter to President Roosevelt : 

" Hon. Theodore Roosevelt, White House, Washington, D. C. 

" Sib, — Convinced of your deep sincerity, and in full agreement with 
you as to the fundamental principle of the separation of Church and 
State, as enunciated in your letter to Mr. J. C. Martin, members and 
pastors of our church and other churches as well, have been amazed 
to see the indiscriminate and self-contradictory application you make 
of that principle itself, and this in the stricture made by you on those 
who might refuse to vote for a Roman Catholic for the highest office 
in the gift of our people. 

" Of course, it is subversive of the basic principle of a real separation 
of Church and Ctate to permit the religious belief or non-belief of any 
candidate for public office to determine the casting of one's vote for or 
against such candidate, except when that very religious belief or non- 
belief antagonizes this principle of complete separation of Church and 
State and all those rights and liberties which are included therein and 
safeguarded thereby. We agree with you, therefore, that those citizens 
are to be severely criticised who vote against a man merely because he 
is a Unitarian, a Jew, a Methodist or any other religionist. 
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" But are you not aware of the fact that the Roman Catholic Church 
lias again and again, for centuries back and down to modern times, 
through its official head and other authorities, denounced aa wholly 
wrong and as things to be tolerated only so long as they cannot be 
changed the complete separation of Church and State, full religious 
liberty, freedom of conscience, of speech and of the press, and that, 
moreover, it proclaims its teachings and principles to be unchangeable, 
and boasts of being ' semper idem 't 

" Lest we be accused of either misapprehension or misrepresentation, 
permit us to quote some of the pertinent official declarations of the au- 
thorities of the Roman Catholic Church. 

" Pope Boniface VIII, in his famous bull ' Unam Sanctam,' declared: 

" ' In this Church and in its power are two swords — to wit, a spiritual 
and a temporal, and this we are taught by the words of the Gospel. . . . 
Both, therefore, the spiritual and the material swords are in the power 
of the Church, the latter indeed to be used for the Church, the former by 
the Church, the one by the priest, the other by the hands of kings and 
soldiers, but by the will and sufferance of the priest. It is fitting, more- 
over, that one sword should be under the other, and the temporal au- 
thority subject to the spiritual power. . . . We, moreover, proclaim, de- 
clare and pronounce that it is altogether necessary for salvation for every 
human being to be subject to the Roman pontiff.' 

" Pius IX, in his syllabus of 1864, condemns as an error the proposi- 
tion that * the Church must be separated from the State and the State 
from the Church.' 

" Leo XIII in his encyclical, ' On the Christian Constitution of States,' 
November 1st, 1885, endorses this declaration of Pius IX, and in his 
encyclical, ' On Human Liberty,' June 20th, 1888, condemns what he 
terms ' the fatal theory of the right of separation between Church and 
State.' 

"In the same encyclical Leo declares: 

" ' Prom what has been said, it follows that it is quite unlawful to 
demand, to defend or to grant unconditional freedom of thought, of 
speech, of writing or of worship, as if these were so many rights given 
by nature to man.' 

" Pius IX, in his syllabus of December 8th, 1864, on « The State ' de- 
clares that it has not the right of establishing a national Church sepa- 
rate from the Pope nor the right to the entire direction of public schools. 

"Have these declarations ever been revoked by the Roman Catholic 
Church? If so, we have gained no knowledge thereof. All that we 
have read by Roman Catholic writers was merely an attempt either to 
justify these declarations or to take the edge off of them in order to 
meet attacks from those who maintain that the Romanist, if he be a 
loyal adherent of his Church, its official teachings and principles, is in 
irreconcilable conflict with the principles set forth in the Constitution 
of the United States. Even Cardinal Gibbons, in his book, ' The Faith 
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of Our Fathers,' makes these significant statements, the best he has 
to offer in vindication of his Church against the charge that it is opposed 
to civil and religious liberty: 

" ' A man enjoys religious liberty when he possesses the free right of 
worshipping God according to the dictates of a right conscience and of 
practising the form of religion most in accordance with his duties to 
God' (49th edition, 1897, page 264). 

" ' The Church is, indeed, intolerant in this sense that she must never 
confound truth with error; nor can she ever admit that a man is con- 
scientiously free to reject the truth when its claims are convincingly 
brought home to the mind. Many Protestants seem to be very much 
disturbed by some such argument as this: Catholics are very ready 
now to proclaim freedom of conscience because they are in the minority. 
When they once succeed in getting the upper hand in numbers and power 
they will destroy this freedom because their faith teaches them to 
tolerate no doctrine other than the Catholic. It is, therefore, a matter 
of absolute necessity for us that they should never be allowed to get 
this advantage. 

" * Now, in all this there is a great mistake, which comes from not 
knowing the Catholic doctrine in its fulness. I shall not lay it down 
myself lest it seem to have been gotten up for the occasion. I shall 
quote the great theologian Becanus, who taught the doctrine of the 
schools of Catholic theology at the time when the struggle was hottest 
between Catholicity and Protestantism. He says that religious liberty 
may be tolerated by a ruler when it would do more harm to the State 
or to the community to repress it. The ruler may even enter Into a 
contract in order to secure to his subjects this freedom in religious mat- 
ters, and when once a compact is made it must be observed absolutely in 
every point, just as every other lawful and honest contract.' (Page 268.) 

" What else are these obviously mildest declarations of Romanists but 
a confirmation of the charge that the Roman Catholic Church does not 
stand for full and perfect religious liberty, as understood by all Amer- 
icans and defined in our Federal Constitution, that every man shall 
be free not only to worship God according to the dictates of a ' right 
conscience ' and to practise a ' religion most in accordance with his 
duties to God,' but according to his conscience and his conception of 
his duties to God, right or wrong, so long as he is not thereby led to 
endanger the equal rights and liberties of his neighbor, or to interfere 
with the free exercise of the Government's power in the equal protection 
of all citizens? 

" Is there any comment necessary on the Cardinal's quotation from 
Becanus to show that it in no wise commits the Roman Catholic Church 
to the principle of religious liberty, but most clearly decries that prin- 
ciple as an evil to be tolerated only by reason of necessity, ' when it 
would do more harm to the State or to the community to repress it ' ? 

" Are we not, then, compelled to maintain that a loyal Roman Catholic 
who fully understands the allegiance required of him by the Pope can 
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never sincerely subscribe to the Federal Constitution, or, if he does 
subscribe to it, never can be expected to abide by it, enforce and defend 
it? Papacy and Vaticanism cannot be separated from the Boman Cath- 
olic religion. If any one should entertain an idea that this were possible 
let him read Cardinal Gibbons's aforequoted book. 

" How, then, could we, as firm believers in the principle of complete 
separation of Church and State, and the liberties based thereon and 
safeguarded thereby, conscientiously and consistently help to elect to 
the Presidency a member of the Boman Catholic Church, so long as 
that Church does not officially, through its Pontiff or Church Council, 
revoke its diametrically opposed declarations? 

" Are the 2,000,000 and more Lutherans of this country, not to speak 
of the millions of other Protestants, who take this position for the 
reasons stated, to be accused of bigotry or fanaticism because of such 
their stand, aye, be denounced as being disloyal American citizens? We 
protest that it is neither personal feeling nor religious antagonism which 
determines our attitude in this matter, but solely our disagreement with 
the Boman Catholic Church on this basic political principle, a disagree- 
ment growing out of the rejection and denunciation by the Boman Cath- 
olic Church of that very principle which you admonish all faithfully 
to uphold not only in theory, but in practice. 

" We do not wish to be understood as though we mean to accuse the 
bulk of the Boman Catholics of being disloyal American citizens. We 
sincerely believe a great many do not fully realize the position the 
hierarchy of their church maintains with reference to the principle in 
question, especially in view of the outgivings of their teachers in this 
country, and that if it came to an issue compelling a decision either 
for the Constitution or the Papal hierarchy they would decide in favor 
of the former, upholding the Constitution of the United States. Yet, 
in determining our attitude in this matter, especially when it comes to 
electing a man to the highest public office, we must be guided by the 
official teachings of the recognized authorities of the Boman Catholic 
Church. 

" We have considered it to be our duty not to keep silence in this 
matter because, in our judgment, that would have been an act of cow- 
ardice, nor do we wish to do any one an injustice, nor in any manner 
traduce any man or body of men. If, therefore, in aught we have said 
we are laboring under error, we shall be pleased to have you enlighten 
us and with us the millions who occupy the same position, and shall 
be sincerely grateful to you for such enlightenment. But if we are 
right in our contention and position, we ask you to show your un- 
questioned sincerity and courage by an acknowledgment of the correct- 
ness of our contention and the attitude based thereon. We are, very 
respectfully, 

" William Schoenfeld, 
" Martin Waxkeb, 
for the New York Pastoral Conference of the Synodical Conference of 
the Lutheran Church." 
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Now, what are the fundamental contentions made in this letter? 

1. That the First Amendment of the Constitution proclaims 
the complete separation of Church and State as a principle, 
and not as a mere policy. 

2. That the Eoman Catholic Church, speaking through its 
recognized authoritative head and teacher, has persistently de- 
nounced that principle, and declared separation of Church and 
State to be a condition that is to be tolerated only so long as 
necessity and expediency required. 

3. That a loyal Koman Catholic can, therefore, never be an 
upholder and defender of separation of Church and State as a 
principle, but that he can merely acquiesce in it as a matter of 
policy; and that, for this reason, it would be inconsistent and 
self -contradictory if loyal American citizens, subscribing without 
reservation to the principle of separation of Church and State, 
were to help elect a man to that office which, above every other, 
is entrusted with the duty of upholding and defending what 
President Eoosevelt styled " one of the foundations of American 
life." 

Let us first ask whether in this there is any religious bigotry? 
No intelligent and serious person will contend that the Cardinal 
stated the case adequately when he charged us with " advocating 
the exclusion of loyal American citizens from office on the sole 
ground of their religious allegiance." If the religious allegiance 
of Eoman Catholics did not preclude full loyalty to the American 
Constitution, did not place them in conflict with the constitu- 
tional principle of separation of Church and State, then and 
then only would the charge of the Cardinal be in harmony with 
the facts, a correct and adequate statement. What we charge 
is just this: that, if a Eoman Catholic is fully informed as to 
the teaching of his Church, then loyal allegiance to his Church 
makes it impossible for him to be a loyal upholder and defender 
of this principle. But here the Cardinal quotes against us this 
proviso of the Constitution: "No religious test shall ever be 
required as a qualification to any office or public trust under 
the United States." Do we (or did we) require any religious 
test as a qualification for any office or public trust? Or does 
this article of the Constitution say that there shall be no debar- 
ment from public office, even though a man's religious allegiance 
places him in conflict with the very principles set forth in the Con- 
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stitution? Are we to understand this article to supersede the 
First Amendment, or must not rather this article be interpreted 
in the light of the requirement of the First Amendment? Does 
not this very article (vi, 3), indeed, prescribe that "the Sen- 
ators and Representatives before mentioned, and the members of 
the several State legislatures, and all executive and judicial of- 
ficers, both of the United States and of the several States, shall 
be bound by oath or affirmation to support this Constitution"? 
Emphasizing as Christians and granting as American citizens 
a man's right and duty to owe supreme obedience to God and to 
follow the dictates of his conscience, would it not, nevertheless, 
be suicidal if we were to ignore the fact of a political candidate's 
religious allegiance putting him in conflict with the Constitution ? 

If such is the case, then we maintain that it matters not whether 
it be a man's religion or something else that puts him at variance 
with the principles enunciated in the Constitution ; as loyal Amer- 
ican citizens, we shall have to withhold our suffrages from such 
a man, not because of his religious belief as such, but because of 
his antagonism to the principles of the Constitution. 

The question at issue, therefore, resolves itself into this: Is 
it a principle of the Federal Constitution, " one of the foundations 
of American life," that Church and State shall be wholly sepa- 
rate? And is it true that no loyal Roman Catholic as such and 
so long as he remains such — or until the teaching of his Church 
with respect to this question is authoritatively changed — can sub- 
scribe to this principle ? 

There are those who declare all government and civil law to 
be a matter of compromise. To this, we feel safe in saying, 
the American people do not subscribe. It is, indeed, true that, 
in the making and enforcement of laws, civil government must 
always deal with conditions as they confront it, and that because 
of such conditions both the laws themselves and the enforcement 
of them will always fall short of the ideal; but it is equally true 
that there are fundamental governmental principles which must 
be acknowledged and maintained as such, even though in their 
practical application there may happen deviations and • infrac- 
tions. Such a fundamental governmental principle the American 
people insist to be the complete separation of Church and State. 
To argue that it was only by a compromise that principle came 
to be accepted and embodied in the Constitution by the framers 
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of that priceless document, is beside the question. No matter 
how this principle came to be accepted, it has ever since been 
held and defended to be the right principle of government. 
Just so, it is beside the question to tell us that in all Protestant 
countries the State has subjugated and enslaved the Church. We 
are Americans; many of us or our forefathers fled to this coun- 
try to escape the tyranny of the State-Church, the State violating 
the freedom of conscience and of religion. Csesaropapism, we 
emphatically declare, is in principle just as bad as Papocaesarism, 
and is to be condemned equally, whether the Lutheran or the 
Roman Catholic or any other Church be established as the State- 
Church. We are not dealing with the past and with other coun- 
tries; we are dealing with the present and with our own country. 
Yet, since the Cardinal has referred specifically to Henry VIII 
of England, it may not be improper to ask, whether he who was 
honored with the title "Defender of the Faith" for his coarse 
book against Luther can, with any show of right, be declared 
a product of Protestantism, or whether he must not rather be 
considered a product of Romanism? Nor is it Luther who is 
to be blamed for the existence of a State-Church in Germany 
or in other Lutheran countries. Whoever will take the trouble 
of looking up Luther's writings on the subject of Church and 
State will find that he deplored the unfitness of the people who 
came out from Rome for ecclesiastical self-government, and that 
he called the temporal rulers " Notbischofe" — "exigency-bish- 
ops." It is a law of physics that the pendulum which has swung 
to one extreme must on its return swing to the other extreme. 
Similarly, it is a law of psychology that when a reaction sets 
in — especially one that moves the deepest depths of the human 
soul, and is unhappily accompanied by ignorance, on the part of 
many who are factors in the movement, of the right and funda- 
mental truths and principles involved in it — the true balance 
of soul cannot be gained at once nor the right line of division 
be at one recognized, or, when recognized, yet not held fast. 
Nevertheless, we deplore the fact that union of Church and State 
still continues in Germany and other Protestant countries, and 
we glory in this country of ours, because here the only right 
principle of complete separation of Church and State has been 
incorporated into the supreme law of the land. Nor are we in 
this controversy actuated by any other desire than that this 
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principle shall be acknowledged and maintained by all American 
citizens as a principle, tbe only true and right principle. 

This is the difference between the Cardinal and his Church, 
on the one hand, and ourselves, on the other: he and his Church 
accept separation of Church and State merely as a temporary 
policy, a matter of expediency; we proclaim it to be the only true 
and right principle, a fundamental principle also of the American 
Constitution which must be accepted as immutable by all loyal 
and true American citizens. The Cardinal defines the doctrine 
of the Koman Catholic Church on this subject to be this : " In 
a country wholly or predominantly Catholic, the most desirable 
relation is the friendly union and co-operation of Church and 
State, neither power sacrificing its liberty and each acknowledging 
the other. That this is the ideal relation, provided liberty be 
assured to those not of the established church, no sensible man 
can deny." We do deny it, and we declare that the only right, 
and therefore the only desirable, relation is always complete 
separation of Church and State; and contend that only so can 
the inherent and equal rights, pre-eminently real and equal re- 
ligious liberty, be secured to all citizens and Churches. And over 
against the Cardinal's request to show him a free nation that 
believes in one religion and has no union of religion with the 
State, we shall ask him to show us any nation which had union 
of religion with the State where the civil government did not fall 
under Papoesesarism or the Church under Csesaropapism. 

The Cardinal's words are satisfactorily, not to say surprisingly, 
plain. And eloquent is his silence. Never once does he enter 
upon the quotations adduced in our letter; never once does he 
deny their correctness nor the correctness of the contention that 
the authoritative teachers of the Eoman Catholic Church, the 
Popes, have ever denounced as false the principle of complete 
separation of Church and State. He tells us, indeed, that the 
distinction between the civil and ecclesiastical powers is very 
firmly established in Catholic teaching; but never once does he 
say aught to the same effect with regard to separation. He quotes 
Leo XIII to prove what he says with regard to distinction between 
the civil and ecclesiastical powers, but he does not quote the words 
found in that same encyclical, " Immortale Dei," and in that 
same connection : " Hence it is necessary that between these two 
powers there should be an established connection which may very 
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properly be compared with the union whereby the soul and the 
body are united in one man." In the same encyclical, we read: 
" In like manner, it is not permitted to follow one form of duty 
in private and another in public, so that the authority of the 
Church were observed in private and rejected in public life." 
In his encyclical " Libertas" Leo XIII says : " Liberty of worship 
— based on the principle that every man is free to profess as he 
may choose any religion or none — is no liberty, but its degrada- 
tion, and the abject submission of the soul to sin." The final 
conclusion drawn from this dogmatic declaration is : " This re- 
ligion [Roman Catholic], therefore, the rulers of the State must 
preserve and protect." Finally, a very pertinent passage from 
the same encyclical is this : " If, however, because of peculiar 
political circumstances, it is, for the time being, expedient that 
the Church should acquiesce in certain modern liberties, not be- 
cause she herself approved of them, but because she deems it 
expedient that they may be permitted, she would, of course, if 
the times have changed for the better, make use of her freedom, 
and, by advice, exhortation and obsecration, strive, as it behooves 
her, to perform the duty assigned to her by God, to care for the 
eternal salvation of men. This, however, is at all times true, that 
the freedom of all things promiscuously granted to all is, as we 
have often said, not in itself desirable, because it is repugnant to 
reason that what is false and what is true should be of equal 
right." 

We leave it to the reader and to the American public in general, 
the last and highest tribunal in our country, whether the Cardinal 
has proved his charge against us. We leave it to the same 
judge, whether we have substantiated our contention, or whether 
it really is religious bigotry, and on purely political and constitu- 
tional grounds unjustifiable, that we should refuse to vote for 
a Roman Catholic candidate for the Presidency or, for that mat- 
ter, for any office upon which depends the maintenance and en- 
forcement of the Constitution. Is separation of Church and 
State with us a principle or only a matter of policy and ex- 
pediency, and can we, therefore, consistently profess to uphold 
the Constitution and yet vote for men who, if loyal to the 
teachings of their Church, as we must believe them to be, can 
accept the complete separation of Church and State only as a 
matter of policy? This is the question at issue. 
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If, according to the words of Vicar-General Preston, in a 
sermon preached in New York, on January 9th, 1888, " the man 
who says I will take my faith from Peter, but I will not take 
my politics from Peter, is not a true Catholic," the Eoman Catho- 
lic is bound to declare against separation of Church and State 
as a true and immutable principle, our conscience is bound to 
maintain that principle and do all that is necessary to that end. 
If this is bigotry, bigots we are; but we are confident that the 
verdict of the American people is and must be: "That is only 
pure American loyalty." 

The Cardinal warns us against "tampering with that delicate 
machinery by which religious liberty and equality are secured," 
and against the "fostering of any spirit which would tend to 
destroy that machinery." Is there any danger of our doing such 
a thing, when we declare that we mean to uphold absolutely and 
faithfully the complete separation of Church and State, laid 
down as a fundamental principle in the First Amendment ? Then 
must that instrument be denounced as a fomenter of strife, a 
standing menace to religious liberty and equality. 

To disabuse the minds of our Eoman Catholic fellow citizens 
of the erroneous idea that we mean to discriminate against them 
only because of their religion, it may be well to remind them that 
when, years ago in Illinois and Wisconsin, laws were passed to 
crush out the parochial schools, to deprive parents of their nat- 
ural, inherent right to send their children to the school of their 
choice, in which they might receive not only the necessary secu- 
lar, but also the desired religious, education, the Lutherans*fought 
those laws with all their power, contending that those laws were 
an infringement by the State of that religious liberty which is 
guaranteed by the supreme law of the land to every American 
citizen. In passing, to avoid any misunderstanding of our posi- 
tion on the subject of schools, it may be well to say that we 
concede to the State the right to insist that every school give 
its pupils such an education as will fit them for a proper and 
faithful exercise of American citizenship. But we cannot agree 
that the State should support, or be permitted to support, by 
public taxes or otherwise any religious school. Whilst it is a 
matter of religious liberty that parents should be free to create 
and maintain religious schools for their children, it would be 
a commingling of Church and State if the State were in any 



SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE. 673 

way or measure to support such schools. Church and State 
are not only to be distinct, they are also to be kept separate. 
As we hare fought against the State when, overstepping its 
proper sphere of authority, it attempted an infringement of 
religious liberty and the independence of the Church, and this 
despite the fact that we were assured that no endeavor would 
be made to put our schools out of existence but only the Roman 
Catholic, so have we consistently opposed all religious legislation, 
legislation whereby it was sought to make the State the tool of 
the Church for the enactment of laws in conflict with a right 
and complete separation of Church and State, and this when 
church-bodies or societies other than Eoman Catholics were the 
power behind the movement. 

If, in the face of these facts and averments, the charge is still 
persisted in that we and those who joined us in our protest are 
swayed in this matter by religious bigotry, shall not then every 
impartial judge be compelled to see therein merely an endeavor 
to evade the real issue ? 

Far be it from us to conjure up any religious or political war ! 
But we were knaves did we permit ourselves to be deterred by 
having held up to us even the grim and gruesome spectre of 
war from freely and openly discussing a constitutional principle, 
such as this, and from obeying our conscience. There is, beyond 
a doubt, on this subject a clash of conscience between Eoman 
Catholics and those American citizens who hold complete sepa- 
ration of Church and State to be a constitutional principle, 
unless, indeed, we are to believe that the clear and emphatic 
pronouncements of the Popes, and pre-eminently of Pius IX 
and Leo XIII, upon this subject are not the true and binding 
teaching of the Roman Catholic Church, binding upon every 
loyal son and daughter of that Church. That clash should be 
removed, so that we may have " union and liberty, now and for- 
ever, one and inseparable," and a liberty full and perfect not 
for one Church and body of citizens only, and for the others 
mere toleration, but equal and full liberty, religious and civil, 
for all Churches and for all citizens. " United we stand, divided 
we fall." Union and liberty will not be secured safely and for 
all ages, unless we come to full agreement with regard to the 
principles which form the very foundation of our government, 
upon which rest and by which are safeguarded those rights and 
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liberties — the most precious treasures of our American citizen- 
ships — which are guaranteed to us in and by the Magna Charta 
of the American people, the Federal Constitution. 

And why wait till there is real or immediate danger of politi- 
cal and worse strife? Why not earnestly endeavor to remove 
the possible cause of any future conflict at once, now that the 
difference has been found to exist. Why, indeed, should we, de- 
spite the Cardinal's protest that the Eoman Catholics "are con- 
scious of no barrier separating them more than any other element 
of the population into a class apart," continue to hear the demand 
that they receive recognition in the distribution of political 
offices and preferments in proportion to their number? What 
other Church or non-political body makes such a demand? Re- 
move this difference, a political difference, at least for the Amer- 
ican citizen as such, be he Eoman Catholic, Protestant, or Jew, 
or of any other religion or of no religion, so that in matters of 
citizenship we need not know each other as of this, that or any 
particular religion, then will we really and truly be one people, 
one civic brotherhood. 

How shall -that difference be removed? By the application of 
any kind of force? God forbid! But by a dispassionate, sincere 
and intelligent examination and discussion of the question at is- 
sue: Is complete separation of Church and State according to 
our Federal Constitution and of right to be accepted only as a 
policy, or must it be accepted as a principle ? 

William Schoenfeld. 



